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Executive Summary
Background

With other major research universities, the University of
california has been attempting to improve its recruitment and
retention of women and minority faculty. Statistically, despite
problems in comparing institutions, the University of California
is doing as well or better than its comparison institutions in
terms of representation of minority faculty at all faculty ranks,
as UC has the highest overall proportion of underrepresented
minority faculty of any of these institutions (see Table 1, p.
28), as well as a comparatively high proportion of women faculty
(see Table 2, p. 22).

Perhaps the most important aspect of such comparisons,
however, is to demonstrate the scale of the problem nation-wide,
to indicate how much work remains to be done by the academy at
large. The comparisons suggest, as well, that if the University
of California is to meet the challenge of diversifying its
faculty in the twenty-first century, it must make extraordinary
efforts in the next two decades, due to both the slow rate o*f
progress being made by all institutions, and to UC's need to
maintain a competitive edge.

With many other postsecondary institutions across the U.S.,
the University of California faces a high rate of turnover in its
faculty between now -- and especially after 1989 -~ and the early
2000s. In this period, it is projected that approximately 40
percent of the current ladder rank faculty members will retire;
simultaneously, enrollments are expected to increase. Thus about
6,000 new ladder rank faculty will be needed by the year 2000, or
somewhat over 4.0  per year, compared to a present rate of
approximately 300 per year (Faculty Turnover Projections, 1986).
The next two decades pnresent an unusual opportunity for the
University to improve dramatically the representation of women
and minorities on its faculty -- but only if it takes certain
extraordinary measures.

Procedures of Study

Using a qualitative, ethnographic approach, project staff
interviewed faculty and administrators at each UC campus and a
variety of comparative institutions (see Appendix 2). Institu-
tions selected for site visits were limited to research institu-
tions with national regutations whose environment approximated at

1
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least one of our campuses (see list in Appendix 3). They were
chosen on several grounds detailed in the report and its appen-
dices.

Throughout visits to the University's own campuses, the
study team implicitly compared the experiences of UC faculty and
insights of UC administrators with those described in the
literature and encountered across the country. This report's
recommendations, therefore, begin with the successes encountered
at other campuses and our own; they aimed at overcoming the
obstacles uncovered in interviews with the University's faculty,
and at building on those programs and processes identified as the
University's strengths.

Overview of the Report

o Part One of the report reviews the issues and
conclusions found in the literature on
affirmative action for university faculties.

® Part Two provides an inventory of the
successful programs the research team
uncovered across the country and on the
University's own campuses. The inventory is
organized to highlight critical points in
which intervention can most successfully
achieve goals for faculty diversity.

® Paxt Three analyzes the approaches that have
succeeded in diversifying university facul-
ties, and focuses on four strategies for
achieving success. Powerful and compelling,
these strategies have been informed by the
experiences of our respondents; they reflect
as well the conclusions suggested in the
literature survey.

o Part Four summarizes our conclusions and
recommendations.

Part One: Directions from the Literature

Despite the fact that postsecondary institutions have been
under pressure to diversify their faculties for two decades, the
literature reveals a discouraging picture for both minorities and
women.,




Since the pool of academically-trained memhers of
minority groups remains quite small, the problem of
increasing minority representation on university
faculties, particularly through usual recruitment
procedures, remains intractable.

Because tne number of women available in the pool has
increased visibly in the last few years, public
perceptions (reflected in the literature and in our
interviews) are that, if appropriate search procedures
are followed, there is no longer an affirmative action
problem for women.

Statistics support the public perceptions regarding the
sizes of the relative pools for both minorities and
women =~- numbers are increasing at abysmally small
rates for minorities, although substantially larger
numbers of women are enrolling for graduate work.

But how these statistics translate into tenured
faculty suggests that serious problems remain for
women candidates. For instance:

- Women faculty are still concentrated in two- and
four-year colleges, rather than in major research
universities, and at women's colleges.

- Women are concentrated in the lower academic ranks
or in part-time or non-tenure track positions.

- Women are also concentrated in fields tradition-
ally associated with women (e.g., education,
English, foreign languages, nursing, home econom-
ics, fine arts, and library science).

- Women faculty are still paid less than male
faculty at all ranks; women rise through the
academic ladder more slowly than men; women stiil
receive tenure at lower rates than men.

Similar problems for minorities are exacerbated by the
few potential candidates in the pool.

- Minorities tend to be concentrated at certain
kinds of institutions =-- generally in two- and
four-year colleges, with more blacks at histori-
cally black institutions (HBCUs) in the South, and
more Hispanics at Catholic and small state
universities in the Southwest.




- Minorities,; particularly blacks and Hispanics, are
also clustered in lower ranks: in part-time and
non-tenured positions; and in certain fields
(notably social sciences, humanities, and educa-
tion, rather than in the sciences and techno-
logical fields).

- Even in fields with the greatest pool of potential
faculty, relatively few minorities have been
hired.

- Moreover, minority women experience even less
success than minority men.

Thus, the literature suggests that many of the barriers
facing women and minorities in their efforts to be hired and to
rise through the ladder ranks still exist, while competing
political and economic forces draw many potential faculty members
into other professions. Barriers to the success of women and
minorities in the academy, as detailed in the literature, are
discussed in the report. These include:

L a lack of adequate preparation (particularly as trat is
measured in research universities);

a lack of effective sponsorship;
overt discrimination;

the pressure of competing obligations; and

obstacles that prevent a scholar from a productive
career in research and publications.

Part Two: Inventory of Successful Initiatives

This section of the report arranges, in the order in which
the processes of recruitment and retention occur, examples of the
kinds of strategies that other universities as well as UC
campuses have undertaken to improve faculty diversification. we

believe that intervention at these points can have the greatest
impact on an institution's affirmative action profile. These

points of interaction include:
L ] outreach,
) identifying and attracting the candidate,
® retention to tenure, and
® retention beyond tenure.

4
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Part Three: Approaches for Success

Based on analysis of the information we collected in our
interviews, the four sections in this part of the report discuss
the extraordinary efforts we recommend to faculty and admini-
strators as the most effective responses to the challenge of
diversifying the University's faculty for the twenty-first
century. These four approaches include:

A. creatively searching for quality:;

B. enhancing faculty members' chances for success:;

C. using a pipeline approach; and

D. making optimum use of different leadership styles.

The approaches are predicated on the assumption that current
practices emphasizing excellence and research can be made to work
for women and minority faculty, making available to them the
resources and processes that have worked so well for white males.
The first two sections also presume that -~ given the system of
shared governance in which the Regents have delegated many
functions to the faculty -- much of the responsibility for
diversification must rest with faculty.

A. Excellence AND Diversity: The Creative Search for Quality

The approach discussed here builds on what the University's
departments already do very well: pursue excellence tenaciously.

o We examine ways in which quality can be creatively
pursued, arqguing that the jinnovative pursuit of
excellence will enable departments to increase the
number of women and minority faculty they hire.

© Often departments need not use standards of excellence
that differ from current ones, but must use other
methods to discover a more diverse range of scholars:
such strategies are detailed in the report.

o Departments cannot look for excellence only when they
are ready to hire; they must also create an environment
in which students, visitors, and junior faculty can
grow and excel.

® Creation of an environment is accomplished by providing
institutional support for scholarly production, as well
as affecting the "quality of life" of scholars to
enhance their output. |




e "Quality of life" issues range from clear, consistent
and frequently articulated expectations of junior
faculty, to efforts to provide additional research time
by the third year.

® Curricular expressions of institutional support for
minorities and women ccncerned with their own communi-
ties can be important as well: social science and
humanities faculties should structure their graduate
programs to i-tegrate closely methodological training
and subject natter especially rel-vant to minorities
and women.

B. Enhancing Chances for Success: The Art of Sponsorship

Identifying and developing potential scholars to standards
of excellence will prove essential in the coming decades to
maintain both the institution, in particular, and the academy, in
general. While this process is not new, the scale at which it
must function in the next few decades may well be unprecedented.
Mcreover, if underrepresented groups are to be brought into the
academy during this critical replacement period, the training
process must be broadened dramatically.

(-] Academic careers are apprenticeships in the classic
sense of the term; historically, the most successful
scholars have been "groomed" for their roles by higher-
ranking sponsors and by near-peer mentors.

("] g'The group selected and trained through personalized
relationships with mentors and sponsors must be
broadened.toe include women and minorities in new and

[‘1arger nunbers.

) The larger community of scholars must be percelved as
encompassing a much extended academy, with ties built
between the University's nine campuses and appropriate
hlstorlcally black colleges and universities as well as
Hispanic equivalents.

® These ties can directly benefit UC campuses through
student recruitment (for summer programs as well as
graduate training) as well as visiting faculty.
C. One Thing Leads to Another: The Pipeline Approach
In this section, we shift from the specific detail of

particular programs, to the broader vision encompa551ng the
entire process. Our interviews suggest that this is not an easy
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transition to make, for most faculty and administrators involved
seemed to lack a clear vision of how one program depends on
others.

; ' e The "pipeline approach" refers to the strategy that
posits a series of programs to build logically,
starting from the earliest point for effective inter-

- vention -- the junior high school years -- and contin-

) uing through tenure and beyond.

o Success of the pipeline depends on the movement of
underrpresented faculty all along the career trajec-
tory, with the institution providing material and

personal support at key points to keep them excelling
and productive.

@ When taken together the programs are much more than the
sum of their parts. They represent a continuum, all
along which the institution must intervene effectively.

o Thus, campuses should not be tempted to pick and choose
one or more new programs to introduce.

® Although the conceptualization of a pipeline implies
that an institution is willing to wait (for this
approach ungquestionably takes time to produce results),
we do not recommend it in isolation.

® Some elements of the pipeline can also address issues
with more immediate solutions, including providing
campus exposure for minority and women role models, and
the assignment of additional FTEs to departments who
find outstanding candidates.

D. Leader and Manager: Implications for Management
in University Administration

Significantly, we were told that CEOs, whether called
Chancellors or Presidents, do make a difference; that the
commitment of an institution can be measured by the relative
weight the chief executive places on affirmative action success
and his/her ability to translate commitment into action.

o CEQs are either leaders or managers. Few are both.
our premise is that administrators need to recognize
and apply to the full both their own styles of leader-

ship and that of managers who practice the complemen-
tary style.

o Leaders are important to a campus, for .he emphasis
they place on symbolic action, and their ability to

7
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weld together disparate interest groups through moral
appeals.

) Managers are important for their ability to translate
affirmative action into specific goals, and measure-~
ments that gauge the extent to which their management
teams fulfill these goals.

() CEOs with both styles should send clear messages to
their administrative personnel that they will be held
accountable for affirmative action success.

® Yet much of the locus of power in faculty affirmative
action rests with the department, or more specifically
its chair. Leadership and incentives for department
chairs must be provided by CEOs and their management
teams if faculty support is to be created.

9 Many of those interviewed were convinced that the
placement of the affirmative action officer in the
administrative hierarchy is crucial: to whom she/he
reports and the scope of her/his responsibilities
constitute evidence to the rest of the institution of
the commitment given to affirmative action by its
administrators.

Part Four: Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations

As should be clear from the preceding text, our literature
search and nation-wide interviews have underscored two important
aspects of affirmative action efforts. On the one hand, percep-
tions matter. Thus it will be important that the extracrdinary
efforts mounted by the University of California in the next two
decades include important symbolic acts, designed to convey the
message that the University and its constituent units have made a
commitment to achieving a diversified faculty.

On the other hand, we feel that affirmative action, gener-
ally speaking, may have suffered from an undue emphasis on
symbols. For that reason, most of the recommendations listed
below concentrate on that important transition from institutional
commitment to action. Only through extraordinary actions will
the University accomplish its goal for the twenty-first century.

15




We recommend to the faculty, particularly to departments, that:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

Creative searches for quality cannot be invoked only
when recruiting. They must inform the teaching done by
departments for students at various levels, the
interaction with postdoctoral fellows and visiting
scholars, the searches for new faculty, and the
dealings with tenure-track junior faculty.

Expressed differently, faculty must always be conscious
of the fact that actions they take in relation to
undergraduates, graduates, junior and senior faculty
colleagues, all affect the "pipeline" and its ability
to attract, prepare and promote minority and women
along an academic career trajectory.

Departments and individual faculty members should
design summer and other programs that enable under-
graduate students, including those recruited from other
institutions (such as HBCUs and state university
campuses witk substantial populations of minority
students), tc participate in faculty research projects.
Successful models in the sciences should be adapted to
the social sciences and humanities, as well.

An important way to build quality into the graduate
training of minority and women students interested in
researching their own communities, is for social
science and humanities departments to ensure that
subjects especially relevant to minorities and women be
integrated more fully with the methodologies of each
discipline.

Research and teaching assistantships, in particular,
need to be viewed by faculty as experiences designed to
"groom" women and minority graduate students to achieve
excellence. To accomplish this coal:

® The timing of awards of these sources of
financial assistance should be deliberately
structured to provide maximum training.

o Thus research assistantships (RAships) should
be provided for the first two years; teacher
assistantships (TAships) should be awarded
after these two years, when a student has
amassed enough information to perform well.

9
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(6)

(7)

) Both RAships and TAships should include close
interaction with a faculty sponsor.

e In addition, faculty should see their support
of the final years of graduate work as
similarly crucial. They need to assist
graduate students to find fellowships to
support the research and write-up phases of
the doctoral process. [As is now the case
with white male students, they should see
their ability to facilitate minority and
women students' successes in gaining finan-
cial support to be a measure of their own
effectiveness in their fields.]

Senior faculty members, particularly white males, need
to work very consciously on involving minority and
women junior faculty members in their departments in
near-peer mentor and higher-ranking sponsor relation-
ships. While our observations suggest that formal
mentorship programs are often unsuccessful, the goals
of such programs could be accomplished informally if
senior faculty conscientiously took on these responsi-
bilities voluntarily.

Particularly senior faculty members, but all members of
the University of California faculty, must consciously
work to expand their conceptualization of the larger
community of scholars of which they are members.
Specifically, they should:

@ build institutional ties between particular
departments, or even subfields within
particular disciplines, and faculty involved
in those fields who teach at HBCUs and
Hispanic equivalents.

e consciously work to include minority and
women graduate students and faculty (at other
institutions as well as UC campuses) in the
variety of collaborative enterprises fostered
by academia -- including conferences, essay
collections, professional meetings, and
large-scale research projects.

) consciously seek out minority and women
scholars with whom to exchange research

conclusions and drafts prepared for publica-
tion.

10
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o as well~informed members of a profession that
relies heavily on research fellowships, work
to ensure that minority anc¢ women candidates
become fully informed, assisting where
possible to make them competitive applicants
for grant support.

(8) Departments with insufficient numbers of minority and
women faculty members need to work consciously to

redress the lack of role models they provide graduate
students.

® Perhaps the most effective short-term
solution to this problem is to initiate
scholars' exchange programs, in order to
bring to campus visiting minority and women
faculty, particularly those from HBCUs and
Hispanic equivalents. These visits could
range from two weeks to a semester or langer.

We recommend to department chairs:

(9) Innovative recruiting measures, to ensure the broadest
and most diverse pool of candidates possible, should
include the following:

® more broadly defined specialties listed in
job descriptions, perhaps encouraging the
option of a specialization in minority and
women-focused subject matter within the
broader topic area:;

® recruitment outside the standard locales (of
equivalent research universities), including:

- HBCUs and Hispanic equivalents

- where applicable, applying professional
school-style searches for practitioners
who have achieved excellence outside
academe

- looking for active researchers who
earned PhDs but now support themselves
in jobs outside the academy

- providing fuller consideration for those
currently occupying ancillary positions
in the University, including part-time,

‘- temporary, or non-tenure track slots.

11
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(10) Departments can foster the aspects . 2xcellence that
encourage productive faculty in several ways. Among
the more important, is providing security through clear
expressions of departmental and campus expectations for
the level and quality of work needed for promotion and
tenure, as well as regular and reliable indicators
about how each individual is progressing towards these
measures. (These ought, in fact, to begin during the

interview process.) Where possible, discussion with
junior faculty of "successful files" seems especially
effective.

(11) To encourage maximum productivity before junior faculty
are reviewed for tenure, department chairs should
ensure judicious and timely use of release time,

red achin » and assistance/suppert—im
preparing fellowshi ications.
o For maximum effectiveness, we recommend that

use of these forms of departmental support be
combined with reviews of junior faculty
progress, to ensure the clarity of the
department's evaluation message, and to
convey the department's active support of the
growth and professional progress of the
faculty member. [p.33]

(12) More difficult is the department's ability to control
"quality of "ife" issues, but these often adversely
affect the faculty member's ability to be a productive
participant of the department. Department chairs need
to pay careful attention to the range of issues
inherent in living in the campus community, including
housing, schooling, maternity leave and other related
issues. Assisting the faculty member in finding
solutions to these kinds of problems not only reduces
the frustrations and distractions of academic life, but
further conveys departmental support.

We recommend to UC chief executives and their administrators:

(13) The University should take a national lead in identi-
fying and collecting the data that is necessary to

track the training and careers of potential minority
faculty.

12
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(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)

Rather than attempting piece-meal solutions, the
University must conceptualize its apprcach as an
integrated series of interventions all along the
pipeline. 1Its strategy must encompass a series of
programs that build logically.

® From early outreach programs to efforts to
retain full professors, campus and systemwide
administrators must see their efforts at each
point as building on, and dependent on the
success of, previous efforts.

¢ In particular, the connections need to be
emphasized between points of intervention
within departmental purview, and those
affected by administrative intervention.
This emphasis is a management responsibility.

Whatever the management style, affirmative action must
be measured by the ability of an administrator to
translate commitment into action.

o All managers should be held responsible for
their contributions to this institutional
commitment; measurements of their rates of

successes should be included in-every raview
of their work.

Chief executives (and their top managers) who practice
a "leader" style of management, should invest much of
his/her personal reputation and discretionary resources
in developing new programs.

® Fach program shculd target a particular
subgroup, and focus on providing support --
financial, social, psychological or academic.

o In this context, we reiterate our concern
that the programs be conceptualized as points
along the supply pipeline.

Chief executives (and their top managers) who practice

the administrative style we have characterized as
"managers," should define what constitutes success.

® They should establish standards against which
success will be measured, and offer rewards
for achieving affirmative action goals.

13
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L Through an emphasis on "accountability,"
senior managers should understand that they
will be held responsible for achieving
institutional goals.

(18) Chief executives should analyze the management styles
of their institutions, making sure that:

o They are getting the maximum results from the
strategies most amenable to their management
style.

¢ They have, within their administrative ranks,

enough administrators with the complementary
style to achieve maximum results.

(19) To underscore the responsibility of department chairs
to fulfill institutional commitments to affirmative
action, managers should institute appropriate communi-
cation and incentive structures.

e Orientation sessions for new chairs should
include a module on affirmative action, in-
cluding training on how to conduct searches;
how to identify underrepresented candidates
through nontraditional strategies; how to
expand interviewing techniques and review
procedures to enhance successes, etc.

o Campuses should set a specific, institution-
wide goal each year, delineating the role to
be played in each department and unit in the
community in filling the goal. This "encour-
ages all members of the institution to strive
to achieve the goal, provides a specific way
to measure success, and allows" a campus "to
celebrate together" the annual achievements.

® Administrators should enlist departments by
providing special funds for those that
introduce innovative new ways to enhance
their affirmative profiles.

o Awards of positions (FTEs) should be con-
sidered, for departments who identify
outstanding minority or women faculty even
when they do not fit a specialty. This

\,\( strategy has proven the most eff i

incentive for affirmative action hiring.
14
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(20) Many campuses will be able to send a special message of
commitment to affirmative action by repositioning their
affirmative action officer.

® This repositioning may include a direct
reporting line to the chief executive,
enabling the affirmative action officer to
weal informally with potential problems.
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The University of California
in the Twenty-First Century:
Successful Approaches to Faculty Diversity

Part One
The Problem is National: What the Literature Says
She said to him, Only two words can be
The academic life must be pleasant-- used to characterize
You're a professor, how nice. the presence of blacks
Well, maybe some day onﬂwﬁymhwsqﬁ
you'll marry one. predominantly white .
She said to him, colleges and universities:
Why should I marry one small and nonexistent
when I can be ore (Harvey, 1986)

(Josefowitz, 1980: 2)

With the twin goals of enriching the intellectual atmosphere
of the university setting and providing more equitable academic
opportunities for talented minorities and women, institutions of
higher education have been under pressure to diversify their
faculties for two decades (Harvey, 1986; Valverde, 1980).
Perceptions about success play a significant role in this effort.
Perhaps because the numbers of women available in the pool have
increased visibly in the last few years, many people feel that,
if appropriate search procedures are followed, there is no longer
any problem for women. By contrast, they perceive that, as the
pool remains quite small, the problem for minorities is more
intractable. Yet such perceptions about women have been
misleading. The literature suggests, for instance, that many of
the barriers facing women and minorities in their efforts to be
hired and to rise through the ladder ranks(1l] still exist with
surprisingly similar end results. Moreover, competing political
and economic forces draw many minority group potential faculty
members into other professions. The literature on affirmative

action allows us to draw conclusions relating to these facts and
perceptions.

17




The Status of Minorities and Women on University Faculties

The Education Amendments of 1972 were enacted to increase
representation of, and prevent discrimination against, women and
minorities in all educational institutions. Since that time,
improvements have been made in appointing minorities and,
particularly, women to university faculties (Astin & Snyder,
1982).

The overall statistical picture for women seems,
superficially, to be guite optimistic. For example, in 1983,
women constituted 27.1% of full-time faculty, up 4.8% from a
decade earlier (Etaugh, 1984). 1In 1967-72, 16.7% of the new
hires were women; this psrcentage had increased to 24.5% of the
new hires between 1975 and 1980. Thus the percentage of women
hired had increased 50% (Astin & Snyder, 1982). Not only has the
number of “-men grown in research universities, where they have
traditionally been underrepresented, but women are also attending
graduate school in record numbers, as well as entering
traditionally male bastions such as the natural sciences and
engineering ("Women Account for...," 19867 McMillen, 1986b).

Fewer national statistics are available for minority faculty
(Menges & Exum, 1983; Aguirre, 1985). 1In fact, this lack of
information may be getting worse. It has become more difficult
to track progress for students as well as faculties, according to
a recent report on the status of minorities in education
("Minority Enrollment...," 1986). (We might note here that our
first recommendation will be that the University collect and
disseminate information that will be more useful in this effort.)
However, it does appear that a certain number of minority
professionals are "academically employed"([2].

In 1981, slightly over 60% of U.S. born minorities(3]
employed in science and engineering fields, and 81.6% of those
employed in areas relating to humanities, were in academia
(Vetter & Babco, 1986). On the whole, however, figures for
minorities tell a sorry tale: despite slight increases in
undergraduate enrollment for Hispanics and Asians, numbers for
minorities are very small, in general, and declining in the case
of blacks, and they reveal little to suggest that minorities have
been successful at research universities (Elmore & Blackburn,
1983; "Minority Enrollment...," 1986).

The gloomy picture for minority students and faculty has
become the major focus in the literature for those concerned with
affirmative action. Concerned about the perceived decline in
minority enrollments in higher education, many analysts have
expressed deep concern that affirmative action efforts are
failing, or at least not having the desired measure of success.
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They argue that minorities are not entering the "pool" (4] and
thus fewer will join university faculties (Menges & Exum, 1983;
Staples, 1986; Elmore & Blackburn, 1983; Astin & Burciaga, 1981;
Preer, 198l). They also are quite concerned about declines in
black enrollments at all institutions of higher education,
including historically black colleges and universities (HBCUs) .

Yet enrollment figures from the American Council on
Education (0Office of Minority Concerns, 1985) suggest tha.. the
pattern is one not so much of decline as of very slow growth,
leading to a widening gap between expectation and experience.

Not only has the total number of students in four year insti-
tutions steadily, albeit slightly, increased from 930,000 in 1976
to 1,070,000 in 1982, but their proportion of the student body in
these institutions has also risen from 13.1% in 1976 to 14.0% in
1982. During this period the proportion of the student body of
these institutions who were Hispanic increased steadily from 2.4%
to 3.0% and the proportion who were Asians increased from 1.7% to
2.5%, while the proportion of American Indians remained rela-
tively stable. Of more concern, the number and proportion of
black students has declined slightly from 8.5% in 1976 to 8.0% in
1982. This trend is substantiated by recent figures in ACE's
most recent report ("Minority Enrollment....," 1986). The number
of students at historically black colleges has increased slightly
from 12,200 to 13,200 in the same pericd. Meanwhile, the number
and proportion of minority students has increased slightly in two
year institutions as well. -

Expectations were for numbers higher than these figures, not
least because the proportion of each minority group is growing in
the total U.S. population. Implications, then, of this widening
gap between enrollment figures and demographic trends for growth
constitute an important issue for faculty affirmative action in
research universities. If the numbers of minority students in
higher education continue to be small, relatively few will be
prepared for, much less choose, an academic career. The "pool,"
in those circumstances, continues to be an important facet of the
problem and related perceptions.

The figures are even more discouraging when analyzed for
trends among minorities. Minority employment tends to be
cracentrated at certain kinds of institutions -- generally in
t 7~ and four-year colleges, with more blacks at historically
black institutions in the South, and more Hispanics at catholic
and small state universities in the Southwest (Astin & Burciaga,
1981; Aguirre, 1985; office of Minority Concerns, 1985).

Minorities, particularly blacks and Hispanics, are also
Clustered in lower ranks; in part-time and non-tenured positions;
and in certain fields, notably the social sciences, humanities,
and education, rather than in the sciences and technological
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fields, where Asians tend to cluster (Syverson, 1983; Aguirre, in
press; College Entrance Examination Board, 1985). There is
evidence, however, of a shift of concentrations in some fields:
the number of black undergraduates in education and the social
sciences, for example, dropped from 40% in 1966 to 17% in 1978,
while their proportion in business rose from 15% to 22% during
the same period (Preer, 1981). However, even in the fields with
the greatest pool of potential faculty, relatively few minorities
have been hired (Harvey, 1986).

These trends have not changed to any great extent since the
1670s. Moreover, minority women experience even less success
than minority men (Escobedo, 1980); for example, black women earn
fewer PhDs than black men and do not rise as far in academic
ranks as black men (Menges & Exum, 1983), and a study of Chicano
faculty found Chicanas concentrated at the assistant professor
rank while Chicanos are found at all ranks though slightly more
at the uprer levels (Aguirre, in press). With so few minorities
positioned to move through the "pipeline," the underreppresenta-
tion of minorities on university faculties is, thus, likely to be
a major problem for some time to come.

Comparatively speaking, given the more encouraging enroll-
ment numbers for women than for minorities, it is not surprising
that popular perceptions see women as having achieved decided
affirmative action progress over the past few years. Observers
have argued that the gap between male and female academic
employment is rapidly closing =~ that women will soon reach
parity (Astin & Snyder, 1982; Astin & Kent, 1983; McMillen,
1986b). Yet a careful scrutiny of the larger picture tempers
excessive optimism. Despite some improvement since 1972, the
patterns in the status of women in academia compared to that of
men have changed relatively little in terms of salary discrep-
ancies, rank and tenure patterns, and employment in adminis-
trative posts (Etaugh, 1984; Howard, 1978). Moreover, a
preliminary study at one of our comparison institutions suggests
that women may be dropping out of academia, before they reach
tenure review, at a much higher rate than men.

Women faculty are still concentrated in two- and four-year
colleges (rather than in major research universities) and at
women's cnlleges: for example, in 1982-83, 19.6% of the faculty
at public and private universities were women, as compared to
27 3% of the faculty at public and private four-year colleges,
and 39.9% of the faculty at public and private two-year colleges
(Vetter & Babco, 1986:114). Women are also concentrated in the
lower academic ranks or in part-time or non-tenure track
positions: for example, in 1982-83 at public universities 6.3%
of the full professors and 17.9% of the assoclate professors were
women, as compared to 30.7% of the assistant professors and 51.5%
of the generally part-time instructor and lecturer positions.
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Morecover, women are also concentrated in fields tradition-
ally associated with women (e.g., education, English, foreign
languages, nursing, home economics, fine arts, and library
science), despite an increase of women on science and engineering
faculties. Studies show that women faculty are still paid less
than male faculty at all ranks; women rise through the academic
ladder more slowly than men; and women still receive terure at
lower rates than men -~ thus fewer women are in the hig. est
professorial levels (Etaugh, 1984; Finkelstein, 1984; Menges &
Exum, 1983; Tuckman & Tuckman, 1981). Even in a traditionally
female field such as education, despite an increase in the number
of PhDs conferred on women, women are not well represented in the
higher academic ranks in schools of education (stark, Lowther, &
Austin, 1985). Thus, complacency about the status of women in
h;g%gg_gduggtion has, at best, a tenuous foundation; there is

still much room for improvement.

These trends for women and minorities must be placed against
a backdrop of projections indicating a tremendous need for
faculty over the next twenty years (Watkins, 1986; McDonald,
1984). Approximately 500,000 faculty -- almost as many as there
are at the present time -- will be needed to fill upcoming
vacancies (Watkins, 1986). These prospects for hiring present an
unprecedented and unrepeatable opportunity for universities to
diversify substantially their faculties in the near future.

A major question, however, is whether present university
hiring patterns can meet this challenge. Even if hiring is done
in excess of the availability pool, a mathematical model
internally prepared for a University of california campus
predicts that it will take more than thirty years to bring women
proportionally into all the ranks, though progress will be more
rapid at the assistant professor level. Similarly, a recent
study by the Harvard Business School calculated that, based on
current hiring practices, it would take more than fifty years for
that school to meet its admittedly modest goals of 10% women and |
10% minority faculty. —

If these models are correct in their predictions, it seems
clear that traditional university hiring and retention policies
will not be able to meet the challenge for diversity over the
next few decades. Thus, we must return to the literature to ask
what kinds of barriers tend to preempt minorities and women from
successful academic careers, if we azre to discover strategies to
overcome these obstacles.
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Barriers for Women and Minorities in Academia

Much of the literature on affirmative action analyzes why
nore women and minorities are not as likely to have successful
academic careers as white males. Research on career paths has
focused primarily on women, perhaps because they exist in
sufficient numbers to provide suggestive results. The major
explanation proffered for minorities, by contrast, has focused on .
the "pool": fewer minority high school students go to college
than white men and women; many of those who dn attend, pursue
careers outside academia -- thus resulting in few minorities
moving through the pipeline to the higher ranks (College Entrance
Examination Board, 1985; Harris, 1986; Arciniega, 1985; Astin &
Burciaga, 1981; Heth & Guyette, 1983).

Yet, beyond the differences in preparation, the barriers
experienced by women and ninorities seem v imi ,
igglgg&ggﬂérlggk_gf_gifeCtive sponsorship, overt discrimination,
barrwxmmwﬂ—bm
professional obligations with obligations to one's community
and/or family (College Entrance Examination Beard, 1985; Manpower
Comments, September 1985; Chavers 1980). Each of these major
obstacles will be discussed in turn.

(1) Lack of Preparation: Because more and more women are
going to college and graduate school in a variety of fields, it
cannot be said that they lack preparation for an academic career.
In fact, studies show there are few differences in the profiles
of men and women students within the same fields (Shann, 1983).
Women undergraduate and graduate students have been found to make
as high or higher grades and complete doctorates as fast as men
students in all fields (including the physical sciences); to be
equally successful at attaining fellowships and assistantships;
and to have similar commitment to their fields (Berg & Ferber,
1983; Shann, 1983; Committee on Education and Employment of Women
in Science and Engineering, 1979). Despite these statistics,
common perceptions label women as less prepared for an academic
career; they often receive fewer rewards in terms of prestigious
awards, salary, and promotion (Berg & Ferber, 1983; Shann, 1983;
Committee on Education and Employment of Women in Science and
Engineering, 1979; Menges & Exum, 1983; Finkelstein, 1984).

By contrast, few minority students go to college and even
fewer go to graduate school (Preer, 1981; Staples, 1986),
although there is some evidence that Hispanic college graduates
enter graduate school in the same proportion as whites (Astin &
Burciaga, 1981). Once there, however, many minorities are either
underprepared for academic life or decide to go into a profession h
(such as law or medicine) or business. These professions are

perceived as having higher economic rewards and allowing minority
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members to do something for their communities; however, .such
decisions do limit the numbers of minorities pursuing academic
careers. Another obstacle is the financial cost of a college
degree and graduate school, particularly -since many American
minority students come from low-income families (Preer, 1981).
It has been argued that cutbacks on financial aid, in effect,
have turned minority students away from college (Preer, 1981;
Office of Minority Concerns, 1985; College Entrance Examination
Board, 1985).

(2) Lack of Effective Sponsorship: A successful academic
career is a product not only of intelligence and ability to do
outstanding scholarship but also of ambition, dedication, hard
work, circumstances that foster an orientation toward scholar-
ship, and acceptance into a small fraternity of scholars. Despite
intelligence and ability, women and minorities have until
recently received little of the last two ingredients for success;
nor have they benefited from consistent encouragement from family
or faculty to pursue academic careers. Yet this missing
ingredient, sponsorship (also referred to as mentorship or role
modeling in this report), has generally been considered a major
ingredient for career success in a variety of fields (Merriam,
1983; Rowe, 1981; Josefowitz, 1980}.

One analyst contends that at least two types of professional
supporters are essential for climbing a career ladder
(TJosefowitz; 1980). One type is a mentor -- someone who teaches
one '"the ropes" or the practicalities of the job, even if he or
she is unable to influence one's career. Another type is the
sponsor ~-- an influential person who helps shape one's career by
opening up opportunities and speaking on one's behalf. This
analyst suggests that both types are necessary all along the
career ladder but that mentoring is more useful earlier in one's
career while sponsoring is more useful later.

The most successful academics tend to be those who received
both kinds of support; that is, those who went to the best
graduate schools in their field, had more financial aid, and were
proteges of well-established researchers. 1Indeed, studies
document that academic success often depends to a large extent on
support by influential sponsors (Clark & Corcoran, 1986; Merriam,
1983; Larsen & Wadlow, 1982; Cameron & Blackburn, 1981; Reskin,
1979; Josefowitz, 1980). This mentorship and/or sponsorship has
resulted in greater access to resources for research, advice, and
collegial networks which are the foundations for academic
productivity (Clark & Corcoran, 1986). This pattern seems to be
related as well to the calibre of the university which trains
graduate students, since affiliation with a major research
institution also opens doors to students (Reskin, 1979).
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White men have been the usual beneficiaries of this kind of
sponsorship. Because few minorities attend prestigious univer-
sities (Astin & Burciaga, 1981), they are precluded from the kind
of training and sponsorship that this environment affords to
prospective academics. An interesting exception to this pattern
is presented by black scholars trained at historically black
colleges, who apparently have learned how to succeed in academic
and other professional life (Elmore & Blackburn, 1983; Evans,
9/24/1986).

Women are more likely to attend prestigious institutions
than are minorities. Once there, however, women =- and the few
minority students in attendance -- face similar problems.
Sponsors of women and minorities too often have channeled their
proteges into situations which do not afford them eventual access

to higher academic positions (Clark & Corcoran, 1986). Moreover,
there is some evidence that the eventual success of women

academics is associated with having had a female advisor, as
students of both sexes report forming the closest professional
rélationships with a faculty member of the same sex (Denmark,
1980; Berg & Ferber, 1983) or, in the case of minorities, with
having a role model of the same ethnic group (Jacobs, 1982;
Rendon, 1981). Owing to the small number of women and minorities
in many departments, however, there are few such role models or
sponsors available for graduate students (Berg & Ferber, 1983).
With these patterns in mind, an article offering advice for
successful mentoring suggests the importance for women and
minority graduate students of determining which white male
professors have the best networks with other universities, know
editors of critical journals, have good records for publishing
and grantsmanship, and have produced students with good records
for publishing, grantsmanship, and academic employment (Project
on the Status and Education of Women, 1983).

The need for effective sponsorship does not end after
graduate school. Many women and minority academics have com-
‘plained about the lack of collegiality in their departments --
which isolates them from professional networks, resources for
research grants, and publishers (Theodore, 1986). This argument
suggests that mobility in academia depends heavily on the support
of one's departmental colleagues and that, without effective

sponsorship, many women and minorities falter at the early end of
the pipeline.

(3) Overt Discrimination: Another barrier to women and
minorities in higher education may be the low status they hold in
society. Research evidence and the favorable disposition toward
womens' court cases suggest that in many instances women do
experience overt discrimination or suffer from imposition of a
double standard (Denmark, 1980; Finkelstein, 1984; Gray, 1985;
McMillen, 1986a). One reviewer of research on this question
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found that studies of the pre-affirmative action era showed women
being sffered lower rank, non-tenure track jobs, while later
studies indicated that departments tended to hire women primarily
to fill slots "designated" for a woman, but rarely filled other
vacancies with women (Finkelstein, 1984). Other studies have
documented sexist bias in letters of reference for women, student
attitudes toward articles written by women, attitudes toward
assertiveness of women (as opposed to men) faculty, and salary
differentials between men and women faculty (Finkelstein, 1984;
Denmark, 1980; Project on the Status and Education of Women,
1982; Tuckman & Chang, 1984).

Similarly, academia is frequently perceived to practice
overt discrimination against minorities as well (Harvey, 1986;
Romero, 1977). In some cases, authors have inferred ‘this
conclusion from other kinds of evidence. For instance, one
author has arqued that the fact that only 2% black faculty teach
at predominantly white institutions -- a number that does not
begin to approach the number of black PhD recipients --
demonstrates the existence of racism (Harvey, 1986).

Other charges relate to negative attitudes of white

researchers about the capabilities and type of research conducted

4 i earchers. Those minority scholars who choose
subjects related to their ethnic communities complain that the
undervaluation of their work denies them mobility in academic
careers (Valverde, 1980; Heller, 1986). There is alsoc some
evidence of selective perceptions regarding discrimination that
make interesting distinctions between departmental and insti-
tutional environments. In a study of black and white faculty at
predominantly white research institutions, the black faculty
sampled expressed the view that in general these major insti-
tutions were racist, but at the same time agreed with whites that
"there is a positive racial climate in their individual depart-
ments" and that criteria for rewards (i.e., tenure and promotion)
were universally applied and not based on race (Elmore &
Blackburn, 1983: 8).

(4) Competing Obligations: Another obstacle for women and
minorities is the tug-of-war they experience in trying to balance
professional with family and community responsibilities. How-
ever, this factor arises from different causes for the two
groups. Culture and society tend t. channel women into marriage
and families rather than into demanding careers: or, for women
who attempt both a career and marriage, society tends to place
more familial burdens on wives than on their husbands.

This fact of women's life may result in subtle discrimina-
tion. It also affects women's ambitions and the kinds of choices

they make in their careers, both of which may ultimately contri-
bute to the barriers erected before the higher echelons of
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academia (Clark & Corcoran, 1986; Steinkemp & Maehr, 1984; Shann,
1983). Evidence indicates that women in traditionally female
fields are less clear about their plans and ambitions to succeed
than women in male-dominated fields, even though they express as
much commitment to their fields (Shann, 1983). Moreover, many
women report mixed messages from family members and faculty which
alternately (even, sometimes, simultaneously) push them towards
an academic career because of their potential, and pull them
towards traditional family obligations. Women themselves often
report ambivalence about their ability and desire to manage these
competing demands. They are concerned about what they will have
to sacrifice of family life in order to pursue an academlc career
(Clark & Corcoran, 1986).

For faculty members from American minority groups, this
stress is often based on the pull between the academy and their
particular ethnic community. Many feel acutely a sense of
obligation to their "roots" -- to their families and ethnic
community == or are actively reminded of this duty by their
comnunities (Valverde, 1980; Chavers, 1980; Escobedo, 1980;
Black, 1981; Menges & Exum, 1983)., They take seriously the need
to serve minority students My advising them, mentoring thenm,
raising their awareness of the history and culture of American
minorities, teaching them, and serving as role models for them.

As their numbers on campus are so limited, minority faculty
also feel a keen respon51b111§y to serve on a variety of campus
cqmgiggggg_and participate in a wide range of activities --_as_
both a "reminder"™ minority role model for majority group faculty,
and as_possessor of a minority perspective on a range of issues
(Aguirre, in press; Valverde, 1981). Many feel an obligation to
ggndnct_resaanch_gn_sgme aspect of their ethnic group. Moreover,
since many minority faculty members are from closely-knlt
families, they have st ations to t s
as well as community and other professional concerns (Escobedo,
1981; Heth & Guyette, 1985). This situation presents a difficult
dilemma to many minority researchers who also have ambitions to
rise in the academic world.

(5) Obstacles to Productivity: Another possible
explanation for women's and minorities' relative lack of success

in academia is that they are less "productive" (Menges & Exum,
1983; Arciniega, 1978; Black, 1981; Valverde, 1980; Chavers,
1980; Escobedo, 1980; Aguirre, 1985 & in press). That is, they

are perceived as doing less research and publishing than white
males do, in a career which makes high demands for visibility in
both arenas (especially in research institutions). This
perception emerges despite some evidence that they have similar
views on what it takes to get ahead in academia (Elmore &
Blackburn, 1983; Berg & Ferber, 1983; Shann, 1983).
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There is some basis for this negative perception of women's
and minorities' level of productivity. Both anecdotal and
empirical research evidence has been presented to indicate that
women and minorities are less productive-than male faculty
(Menges & Exum, 1983; Theodore, 1986). Women have been found to
spend about half as much time as men on research and are about
twice as likely to do no research at all, receive fewer grants,
and publish significantly less than men (Finkelstein, 1984).

Other reports, however, shift the definition of "produc-
tivity," arguing that women and minorities are very productive in
other ways -- ways that provide important service to the univer-
sity but which unfortunately, carry little weight in tenure and
promotion decisions, and which consume vast amounts of time, thus
cutting deeply into time available for research and writing
(Theodore, 1986; Menges & Exum, 1983; Franzosa, 1981:; Tidwell,
1981; Romero, 1977). As a consequence, many do not reach tenure
or the higher ranks (Menges & Exum, 1983; Romero, 1977).

Women also are pulled toward othar academic responsi-
bilities. Research shows they tend to spend more time teaching;
and more time preparing for teaching, report counseling more
students than their male colleagues; tend to spend more time on
university and departmental committees; and are assigned to teach
more undergraduate courses than are men. Yet they also may be
criticized later for their inexperience in teaching graduate
courses (Astin & Bayer, 1972; Menges & Exum, 1983; Theodore,
1986). -

The lower number of articles published by women in
prestigious journals or by prestigious publishers has been
correlated to the fact that women are concentrated at less
prestigious universities and in the lower ranks (Astin & Davis,
1985). The limited access to research grants may reflect a lack
of training in how to get them and/or in being outside the
networks of those successful in getting grants. Minorities
similarly report limited access to publishers, and many publish
in ethnic journals, which are not considered prestigious by the
established academic community; thus the publications carry less
weight in departmental evaluations of productivity (Fikes, 1978).

These are the most important barriers described in the
literature. They suggest why many minority and women academics
have not achieved full success in their fields; they also imply
the limits underrepresented faculty experience in terms of the
kinds of institutions in which they teach and the heights to
which they can aspire. The literature also makes it clear,
however, that these trends are national in scope. Thus, the
problems faced by the University uf California in overcoming
these barriers are those faced by all first-rank research
universities.
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Genesis of this Study

Within this national context, the University of California
has been attempting to improve its recruitment and retention of
women and minority faculty. In terms of a nation-wide problem,
Tables 1-3, based on their respective 1986 EEO-6 Reports, compare
the University of California with a number of major research
universities.[5] In this context, it may be said that the
University of California is doing quite well regarding
representation of minority faculty at all levels; UC has the
highest overall proportion of underrepresented minority faculty
of any of these institutions.

There are, however, serious problems with these kinds of
comparisons, not least being the fact that the UC figures
represent a system, while the others are individual campuses,
among which there is great variation (e.g. some have nursing
schools and thus larger numbers of women; others have few or no
health~related professional programs). To gauge the seriousness
of these constraints on comparability, we also compared the two
most similar and comprehensive institutions -- University of
Michigan at Ann Arbor (with 38,000 students) and UCLA, our most
comprehensive campus (30,000) [Tables 1-3]. The results, which
still reflect some differences (e.g. our campus has no Optometry
and Pharmacy programs), are close enough to the over-all
comparisons reflected in Table 2 that these have been retained as
reasonable representations. (See also the additional graphs
based on EEO-6 data in Appendix 1.)

TABLE 1
A Comparison of the Most Comprehensive UC campus
with a Similar Institution
Tenured and Non-tenured Gn-Track Faculty

Ranked by Underrepresented Minority Representation

NON~TENURED ON TRACK FACULTY (ASSISTANTS ONLY)

Total% Total %$Min. %Min. % % % $Amer
Code Underrep %Min. Men Women Black Hispanic Asian Indian
UCLA 7.7 18.1 12.7 5.4 4.2 2.7 10.4 0.8
UM 6.3 12.6 8.4 4.2 5.1 1.3 6.3 0.0

TENURED FACULTY (FULL & ASSOCIATES)

UcLA 4.2 9.6 8.4 1.2 1.4 2.7 5.4 0.1
UM 3.1 7.4 6.4 1.0 2.3 0.6 4.3 0.3
Source: 1986 EEO-6 Reports
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TABLE 2
University of California and Comparable Institutions
Tenured and Non-tenured On-Track Faculty

Ranked by Underrepresented Minority Representation

NON-TENURED ON TRACK FACULTY (ASSISTANTS ONLY)

Total% Total $Min. %Min. % % % %Amer
Code Underrep $Min. Men Women -~ Black Hispanic Asian Indian-
UucC 7.9 16.2 11.7 4.5 2.6 5.0 8.3 0.3
B 7.0 14.0 9.4 4.5 5.9 0.7 7.0 0.3
L 6.5 14.0 9.2 4.8 4.8 1.5 7.5 0.2
C 6.3 12.6 8.4 4.2 5.1 1.3 6.3 0.0
G 5.9 10.8 8.1 2.7 3.2 2.7 4.9 0.0
J 5.8 12.3 10.1 2.2 2.9 2.2 6.5 0.7
H 5.6 22.2 18.1 4.2 4.2 1.4 16.7 0.0
E 5.5 10.7 7.0 3.7 4.9 0.6 5.2 0.0
K 5.0 11.1 8.6 2.5 1.9 3.0 6.1 0.0
A 4.0 14.1 NA NA 3.0 1.0 10.1 0.0
I 2.9 9.8 6.8 2.9 2.0 0.9 6.8 0.0
D 2.6 11.4 9.8 1.5 1.3 1.3 8.7 0.0
F 2.2 7.1 6.2 0.9 1.1 0.9 4.9 0.2
TENURED FACULTY (FULL & ASSOCIATES)

Total% Total $Min. %Min. % % % %Amer
Code Underrep %$Min. Men Women Black Hispanic Asian Indian
ucC 4.4 9.9 8.9 1.1 1.7 2.5 5.5 0.3
B 4.1 8.4 7.0 1.4 2.5 1.3 4.3 0.3
K 3.8 5.8 5.0 0.8 1.0 2.4 2.0 0.4
L 3.3 8.5 7.1 1.4 1.8 1.4 5.2 0.2
C 3.1 7.4 A4 1.0 2.3 0.6 4.3 0.3
I 3.0 6.3 5.7 0.6 2.0 1.0 3.3 0.0
J 2.5 5.9 5.6 0.3 1.7 0.8 3.4 0.0
H 2.5 8.1 .7.8 0.3 1.7 0.7 5.6 0.1
D 2.4 8.2 7.3 0.9 1.2 0.9 5.8 0.2
F 2.3 5.5 4.8 0.8 1.2 1.0 3.2 0.1
G 2.2 5.0 5.0 0.0 1.8 0.5 2.7 0.0
E 2.1 3.7 3.5 0.3 1.2 0.9 1.7 0.0
A 2.0 8.1 NA NA 1.1 0.9 6.1 0.0

Source: 1986 EEO-6 Reports

*For institution M, data were unavailable for the full range of
ethnicities.
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By contrast, the University is doing less well with regards
to the representation of women faculty ot both tenured and
non-tenured levels, as shown by Table 3. UC ranks about midway
in comparison with the other institutions. Additional graphs in
Appendix 1 illustrate in various ways the proportions of minority
and women faculty at each institution.

L TABLE 3
University of California and Comparable Institutions
Tenured and Non-tenured On-Track Facuity

Ranked by Female Representation

NON-TENURED ON TRACK FACULTY TENURED FACULTY

(ASSISTANTS ONLY) (FULL & ASSOCIATES)

Total % Minority Total % Minority

code Women Women Code Wwomen Women
M 35.0 NA B 14.0 1.4
L 33.0 4.8 K 13.7 0.8
K 31.0 2.5 M 13.3 NA
F 29.4 0.9 H i2.7 0.3
H 29.2 4.2 c 11.2 1.0
B 29.0 4.6 F 11.2 0.8
uc 28.6 4.5 D 11.0 0.9
G 28.6 2.7 L 10.5 1.4
Cc 26.7 4.2 uc 10.1 1.1
D 25.3 1.5 E 7.9 0.3
I 23.6 3.0 A 6.7 NA
E 22.0 3.7 G 6.4 0.0
A 18.7 NA J 5.0 0.3
J 17.4 2.2 I 4.3 0.6
UCLA 30.8 5.4 UM 11.2 1.0
UM 26.7 4.2 UCLA 10.5 1.2

Source: 1986 EEO-6 Reports
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In any case, although we have responded to our charge by
including these statistical comparisons, they provide only an
approximation, and are of limited relevance to this study.

. Perhaps their most salient feature is to demonstrate the scale of
) the problem nationwide, to indicate how much work remains to be
done by the academy at large. They suggest, as well, that if the
. University of California is to meet the challenge of diversifying
- its faculty in the twenty-first century, it must make extra-
ordinary efforts in the next two decades. '

Concern about this limited diversity among ucC faculty is
timely. Like many research institutions across the U.S., the
University of cCalifornia faces a high rate of turnover in its
faculty between now -- and especially after 1989 -- and the early
2000s. 1In this period, it is projected that approximately 40% of
the current ladder rank faculty members will retire; simultane-
ously, enrcllments are expected to increase, indicating further
demands for additicnal faculty. At this rate, the University may
need to hire about 6,000 new ladder rank faculty by the year
2000, or somewhat over 400 per Year, compared to a present rate
of approximately 300 per year (Faculty Turnover Projections,
1986). Moreover, given the vagaries of the academic job market
in the last decade, many campuses face a large gap between the
older, senior faculty who are about to retire ang younger junior
faculty, a number of whom will not receive tenure or will leave
for other reasons. 1In some departments and on some campuses
during the next few years, there is likely to be a shortage of
outstanding faculty to assume the senior positions that enable
the University to maincain its national and international
reputation. Thus, the next two decades present an unusual
cpportunity for the University to improve dramatically the
representation of women and minorities on its faculty.

Similarly faced with faculty renewal/turnover issues
(Watkins, 1986), many other research institutions are seizing the
opportunity to diversify their faculties and, in the process, to
bring in outstanding individuals at senior levels. We even have
been informed that English universities have begun to plan ways
to resist the recruitment efforts of American universities during
this period! 1If the University of California hopes to retain a
competitive edge during this period, additional efforts will be
required.

The timeliness of this challenge relates as well to coming
demographic changes. 1In this respect, the University of
California will be pressed by these issues before they emerge as
problems for its comparison institutions. For example, this same
period of faculty renewal, minority groups are projected to
constitute approximately 40-50% of California's population (based
. on preliminary projections by the Center for the Continuing study
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of the California Economy, 1985). As a public institution, the
University needs a more diverse, excellent faculty and staff to
provide educational guidance to students from these groups and to
be more responsive to the research and public service needs of
the state. Yet, as we have seen, the pool of available scholars
from minority groups is limited, and in the case of blacks,
shrinking (Staples, 1986; Heller, 1986: Arciniega, 1985). As
other institutions also are forced to face these issues, compe-
tition for outstanding minority scholars will become increasingly
intense across the natien. This situation suggests that if the
University is to reflect the diversity of the state in a superior
faculty, extraordinary efforts will be needed to compete for the
best and the brightest.

The immediacy of this challenge cannot be met simply through
existing hiring and retention procedures as outlined in Univer-
sity policies. . cClearly, the University of California cannot wait
the fifty or even thirty years projected in mathematical models
to assemble a diversified faculty: these faculty will be needed
urgently needed during the next twenty years. Therefore, at the
June 20, 1985, meeting of the Regents' ‘Special Committee on
Affirmative Action Policies, the President reported that, after
consultation with the Chancellors and Vice Presidents, it had
been decided that a study would be made comparing the Univer-
sity's affirmative action programs with those of the University's
comparison institutions. Chancellors were asked to nominate
senior faculty members with administrative experience to serve on
an advisory committee on the design and execution of the study
(see list at the beginning of this report); the committee was
chaired by Professor Eugene Cota-Robles, formerly Provost of
Crown College, Santa Cruz campus, and now Assistant Vice
President in the Office of the President. The study was intended
to capture those elements which contribute to campus success in
attracting and keeping minority and women faculty, utilizing not
only existing affirmative action data but qualitative data on
program strengths, lavel of campus support, quality of life, and
other variables that contribute to campus successes.

Using a qualitative, ethnographic approach (see Appendix 2),
project staff interviewed faculty and administrators at each UC
campus and comparative institution. Among the categories of
people interviewed were senior academic administrators, affirma-
tive action officers, and deans; department chairs in a variety
of fields, and chairs of senate affirmative action committees:
recently hired faculty, and faculty involved with special
interest groups such as women's organizations and ethnic
caucuses.

The specific institutions to be visited were limited to
research institutions with national reputations, whose environ-
ment approximated at least one of our campuses (see list in
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appendix 3). They were chosen on three grounds: (1) insti-
tutions included in the University's annual survey of salaries --
which, therefore, are assumed to be institutions with whom the
University competes for faculty; (2) institutions identified by

. the Advisory Committee as those to whom the University has lost
significant numbers of women and minority faculty members: and
(3) institutions with larger percentages of women and minorities

' -~ as likely sources for successful affirmative action programs.

Throughout visits to the University's own campuses, the
study team implicitly compared the experiences of UC faculty and
insights of UC administrators with those described in the
literature and encountered across the country. This report's
recommendations, therefore, begin with the successes encountered
at other campuses and on our own; they are aimed at overcoming
the obstacles uncovered in interviews with the University's
faculty, and at building on those programs and processes
identified as the University's strengths.

The remainder of the report is designed to convey those
implicit evaluations, and the recommendations that resulted from
them. Part Two provides an inventory of the successful programs
the research team uncovered across the country and on the Univer-
sity's own campuses. Arranged in the order in which the pro-
cesses of recruitment and retention occur, the inventory is
intended to highlight the critical points at which intervention
can most successfully achieve goals for faculty diversity. Part
Three analyzes approaches that have succeeded in diversifying the
faculty. In this section, the research team focuses on four
strategies for achieving success that have been distilled from
the insights of our respondents, both faculty and administrators.
Powerful and compelling, they reflect as well the conclusions
suggested in the literature survey. Part Four summarizes the
report's conclusions and recommendations.
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Part Two

Inventory of Successful Initiatives

This section describes successful programs and procedures
discovered at comparable research universities and c¢n University
of California campuses. As we sometimes found variations of the
same program or procedures on several campuses, we have listed
here only examples of the Kinds of strategies that can be under-
taken. Occasionally, recommendations which seemed useful have
been included as well. The programs and procedures are listed in
an order which emphasizes the important points of intervention
throughout academic careers; implementation at these points could
have the greatest impact on an institution's affirmative action
profile.

A. DEVELOPING THE POOL
1. Outreach

a. Identify early undergraduate and graduate students with
potential for academic careers.

1) Name Exchange. A network of universities provides
mempers with the names of their minoriiy and women
undergraduate students in various fields. This
service is one way institutions can begin to contact
departments in other universities to identify
potential graduate students and to enccurage them to
apply. [Several UC campuses participate.)

2) Identifymimnerity undergraduate students. Students
should be sought not only at more prestigious
campuses, but also at middle-level institutions,
historically black colleges and universities, and
universities with significant numbers of Hispanics
(e.g., small state and Catholic universities in the

Southwest). These students can be targeted for
fellowships as well as summer and other training
programs.

b. Motivate students to qualify for graduate school.

1) Summer research programs for undergraduates. 1In
addition to practical training in the research methods
of their field, such programs indirectly provide a
mentoring experience for students. They also help
faculty identify and encourage promising students to
consider an academic career. Examples include the
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Minority Biomedical Research Support Program (MBRSP),
funded by the National Institutes of Health (NIH),
which competitively selects students for a summer
research training program with close interaction with
faculty:; many have publications by the time they
graduate. This program also has a gradudte component.
An NIH-funded honors program, Minority Access to
Research Careers (MARC), has similar goals. This kind
of program has been applied successfully to the social
sciences as well, and could, we think, also be applied
to the humanities. [UC Division of Agriculture and
Natural Resources has a pilot program with Southern
University which places black students at four UC
campuses. Several UC campuses participate in MBRSP &
MARC.]

2) Role models of outstanding women and minority faculty
in various dlsc1p11nes Even in departments with few
women and minority faculty, providing role models can
be accomplished by bringing in visiting scholars for
periods ranging from a few lectures to a year..

2. Financial Assistance

a.

Develop a coherent package of financial support. This
package should address financial need at each stage of
postsecondary, graduate and postgraduate work to keep
minority students on an academic career path. In parti-
cular, this means a minimum reliance on loans to finance
students' careers, as increased indebtedness directs
students towards more lucrative employment opportunltles
in private industry. Guaranteed support not only m;nl‘“—
mizes financial worries but also helps reduce the amount'
of time students need to complete a doctorate.

1) One state university, for example, has a series of
financial aid programs to help students from their
undergraduate years through their doctorate, including
a Chancellor's Scholarship Program which is funded by
private monies and defrays about one-fourth of a
student's academic expenses up to five years; a Dean's
"Scholarship Program in the College of Letters and
Science which provides a four-year scholarshlp and
other assistance to promising minority or low income
students; and an Advanced Opportunity F